The federal JJDP legislation has had a differential impact on the pattern of admission of females and males to detention facilities and training schools, and also on the rate of admission relative to the total available youth population. These findings suggest a differential societal response, and also variable incidence of delinquency among females and males. Data Interest in gender differences in the type and frequency of crime as well as differences in the ways in which males and females are processed by justice system agencies has grown significantly in the past decade. This change is only one consequence of numerous other social and policy changes affecting women and men in this society. Recently, there has been a plethora of theoretical and descriptive statements attempting to explain similarities and differences in male-female criminal behavior, but systematic empirical research has lagged when compared with other criminal justice research. Nonetheless, the topic is now one of substantial interest to social scientists and policy makers. Reports about changes in female roles appear to have had a significant impact on judges' and prosecutors' decisions because the incarceration of adult women has grown more rapidly in recent years despite the lack of evidence that there has been any increase in serious crime by females (Steffensmaier, Steffensmaier, and Rosenthal, 1979; Figueira-McDonough and Selo, 1980) . In fact, during the first half of 1981, the number of women incarcerated in U.S. prisons grew at the rate of 22 percent a year-the largest gain since such statistics were first recorded in 1925. Although the overall rate of incarceration continues to grow rapidly in the United States and the total population of incarcerated males far exceeds the female population, the male growth rate during that same period was under 12 percent. Since female crime continues to be less serious than that of males and also less frequent, one can hypothesize that this disproportionate increase in social control is primarily a consequence ROSEMARY C. SARRI: School of Social Work, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.
Paper presented at the National Conference, "Rethinking Juvenile Justice" in Minneapolis, Minnesota, June 10, 1982 (Hindelang, 1979 (It) ... appears to be less concerned with the protection of female offenders than the protection of the sexual status quo&dquo; (Datesman, Scarpitti and Stephenson, 1975) . Evidence for this assertion and similar comments are drawn from findings which show that (1) females are more likely than males to be referred for status offenses; and (2) once referred, they receive harsher treatment for those offenses than males receive for serious offenses (Sheldon, 1981; Feyerherm, 1981 (Burbeck, 1978) . He examined the relationship between severity of sanction and seriousness of the offense for which the juvenile was committed. Severity of sanction was evaluated on a scale from 1 to 4 with institutional placement considered the most stringent sanction. For males, every increase in seriousness of the commitment offense was associated with .63 units of increase in sanction severity. For females, on the other hand, there was no correlation between commitment offense and severity of sanction. In both instances, the analysis of co-variance included examination of the effects of several independent variables on sanctioning severity, but no relationships were as marked as those for males and females.
In a recent study of 1735 students in nine public and parochial high schools in a midwestem metropolitan community, we examined gender and race similarities and differences in delinquent behavior and in processing by the juvenile justice system (Figueira-McDonough, Barton, and Sarri, 1981 (Hindelang, 1973) . The findings in Table 2 reveal that among the subcultural items (the first five) there has been an increase in male involvement and an even greater increase in female involvement. This change is particularly apparent where one compares the ratios for the two periods. Whereas adolescent minor crime used to be primarily male, it now includes both boys and girls in similar percentages. (Curtis, 1975 (Brittain, 1963 (5) Of all the youth referred to the court, 60 percent of the cases were dismissed or diverted early in the processing, with white males having the best chance for dismissal; white females for diversion; black females for probation;
and black males for the most formal processing and the severest sanctions. Non-whites tended to be somewhat older than were white youth and were most often processed for property crimes. The findings on gender differences in processing correspond to those in a recent study completed by Alder and Polk (1981) in Oregon.
(6) Given the fact that vast differences were observed in the rate of referral by school and the type of behavior that brought referral, it wasn't surprising to observe that there were substantial differences in disposition. Black (Sarri, 1974 (Rubin, 1980; Poulin, et al., 1980; Sarri and Hasenfeld, 1976) . Nearly 60 percent of the admissions occur in five states where less than 20 percent of the population resides. In attempting to ascertain reasons for this persistence of practice and variability among states, a number of factors appear to be influential in decision making. State rates of admission to detention facilities are correlated with the degree of urbanization, number of detention centers, and rates of referrals to the courts; whereas the rate of jailing is correlated with rates of arrest, particularly for status offenses. Offense behavior influences detention practice, but not always in the expected direction because seriousness of offense is less important than are sex, race, and family characteristics. Having a prior record increases substantially the likelihood of placement regardless of charge.
GENDER DIFFERENCES IN DEINSTI7UTIONALIZATION
Analysis of gender differences in detention before and after the passage of the JJDP Act provides an excellent opportunity to evaluate several important 1966, 1971,1974 and 1979 Sources: U.S. Department of Justice, Children In Custody Reports for 1971 , 1975 , 1979 
